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OPINION

PER CURIAM:

Henry Grantham pled guilty to one count of distributing crack
cocaine. Grantham's only contention in this appeal is that the sentenc-
ing court erred by refusing to reduce his offense level based on accep-
tance of responsibility because of his continued drug use while on
pretrial release. See U.S. Sentencing Guidelines Manual § 3E1.1(a)
(1995). It is undisputed that Grantham, after he had entered into a plea
agreement and while on pretrial release, submitted two positive urine
screens for cocaine during a period of approximately two months. We
find that the district court properly denied a reduction for acceptance
of responsibility under USSG § 3E1.1 based on Grantham's continued
drug use following his arrest and prior to sentencing. See United
States v. Underwood, 970 F.2d 1336, 1338-39 (4th Cir. 1992) (hold-
ing that continued use of marijuana after entering into plea agreement
was proper grounds to deny acceptance of responsibility). Moreover,
Grantham cites no authority for his position that his continued drug
use should be excused because of his addiction to drugs, and we find
such position lacking in merit. Thus, we find that the district court did
not clearly err, see United States v. Curtis, 934 F.2d 553, 557 (4th Cir.
1991), by finding that Grantham was not entitled to a reduction in his
offense level for acceptance of responsibility based on his continued
drug use following his arrest and prior to sentencing. Accordingly, the
order of the district court is affirmed.

We dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal conten-
tions are adequately presented in the materials before the court and
argument would not aid the decisional process.
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